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SENATE—Thursday, April 27, 2000

The Senate met at 9:32 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Lord God of hope, help us to make
this a day for optimism and courage.
Set us free from any negative thinking
or attitudes. There is enough time
today to accomplish what You have
planned. We affirm that we are here by
Your divine appointment. We also
know from experience that it’s possible
to limit Your best for our Nation.
Without Your help, we can hit wide of
the mark, but with Your guidance and
power, we cannot fail. You have
brought our Nation to this place of
prosperity and blessing. You are able
to bless us now in this pressured day of
business if we trust You and work to-
gether as fellow patriots. Fill this
Chamber with Your presence, invade
the mind and heart of each Senator,
and give this Senate a day of efficiency
and excellence for Your glory. We
thank You in advance for a truly great
day, for You are our Lord and will show
the way! Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable SAM BROWNBACK, a
Senator from the State of Kansas, led
the Senate in the Pledge of Allegiance,
as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWNBACK). Under the previous order,
leadership time is reserved.

————

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business not to extend beyond the hour
of 12 noon with Senators permitted to
speak therein for up to 5 minutes each.

Under the previous order, the time
until 10 a.m. is under the control of the
majority leader or his designee.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I claim
some leader time at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Under the previous order, the time
until 10 a.m. is under the control of the
leader or his designee.

Is there objection? If not, the Sen-
ator from Nevada is recognized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I under-
stand my friend from Ohio wants to
read the morning script. I was told
that. I have something I wish to say. I
want to use leader time. But I was told
by the staff that there was something
he wants to outline for today’s activity
of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, before
my colleague speaks, it is our inten-
tion at this point to not only read
some comments of the majority leader
but also to begin some discussion today
under the leader’s half hour of time.
Senator GORTON and I want to talk a
little bit about the education bill we
will be taking up tomorrow.

That was our intention.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the leader
not being here, I certainly agree to ex-
tend whatever time Senator GORTON
and Senator DEWINE desire. I want to
claim a few minutes of leader time.

Mr. DEWINE. I have no objection if
my colleague wants to speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no objection, if the Senator from Ne-
vada wishes to speak, the Senator from
Nevada is recognized.

Mr. REID. I thank the Chair.

———
MARRIAGE PENALTY

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the reason I
want to talk today is I think it is im-
portant for the minority to have its
voice heard around here. The first of
May is approaching, and we are again
being called on to vote on the so-called
marriage penalty bill. The majority
will argue that if you support the mar-
riage penalty, you must vote for clo-
ture. That certainly is transparently
false. Here is why.

This procedural vote has nothing to
do with limiting the marriage penalty,
which the Democrats support certainly
just as strongly as the Republicans. In
fact, the vote is another attempt by
Republicans to shield their deeply
flawed tax bill from scrutiny by the
Senate and by the public. In effect, we
are being gagged.

Republicans don’t want to debate
this bill because they don’t want any-
one to know what is really in it. In
truth, it is marriage penalty relief in
name only. Sixty percent of the meas-
ure on which we are going to vote
today is for matters that have nothing
to do with the marriage penalty. Sixty
percent of the $248 billion proposal goes
to people who do not face a marriage
penalty.

The majority likes to talk about rel-
evance. I know a little bit about rel-

evance, as I think most people do.
Sixty percent of this bill is irrelevant
to the marriage penalty.

The majority is seeking to cut off de-
bate on this bill before it is even begun.
Invoking cloture would also block
Democratic amendments that propose
better ways to eliminate the marriage
penalty and to address other urgent
priorities such as prescription drug
benefits for seniors.

Democratic amendments say, yes,
let’s fix the marriage penalty for peo-
ple who actually pay it. In fact, one of
the amendments proposed by Senators
MOYNIHAN and BAUcCUS, the lead Demo-
crats in the Finance Committee, says:
There are 65 marriage penalty provi-
sions in the Tax Code with one sen-
tence; let’s eliminate all of them. That
is one of the things we are being pre-
vented from bringing forward.

We want to move forward and start
legislating the way this Senate has de-
bated for over 200 years. We have
agreed to say, OK, we are not going to
g0 along with what the Senate has
done for 200 years. We will play the
game of the majority in an effort to
allow our voices to be heard just a lit-
tle bit.

Even though the Standing Rules of
the Senate don’t require it, we have
bent over backwards to keep our list of
amendments short. We have 10 amend-
ments, and we have agreed to limit de-
bate on those amendments to 1 hour
each.

These are amendments by Senators
MOYNIHAN and BAUCUS on the tax pro-
posal. Senator BAYH, one of the most
thoughtful Senators we have ever had
in the Senate, has talked about an-
other alternative.

We have amendments offered by Sen-
ator SCHUMER from New York dealing
with the college tuition tax credit. We
have one amendment by Senator DOR-
GAN who represents the farm commu-
nity. He wants to do something about
CRP in the tax bill. These are amend-
ments that should take several hours if
they were debated properly. We are
willing to take a half an hour and have
the majority have a half an hour. That
seems fair, but we have been prevented
from doing that.

We could finish this bill in 1 day. The
question is, Why will Republicans not
stop casting blame and get on with the
marriage tax penalty vote? Sadly, the
answer is somewhere blowing in the
wind. Republicans know Democrats
have better proposals. Republicans also
know that given a choice, the Amer-
ican people prefer the minority’s ap-
proach. The American people say give
us marriage tax penalty relief and a

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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few other things such as prescription
drug benefits for senior citizens, who
simply are desperate for some relief.
The average senior citizen gets 18 drug
prescriptions filled a year with no ben-
efit at all from Medicare, and we need
to get that benefit to them. That is
what we are trying to do.

The majority, once again, is afraid,
despite having the majority. They have
a 10-Member majority in the Senate
and they are afraid to cast votes on our
amendments. That goes to other issues,
too, not only marriage tax penalty.
The majority never tire of using proce-
dural maneuvers to block or delay on
the issues the American people care
about most.

The majority today is out of step
with the American people on issue
after issue, so this majority spends
most of its energy plotting ways to dis-
guise its own extreme agenda, scur-
rying to avoid responsibility for its
continuing failure to take up the prob-
lems the voters sent us to address.
That is why the majority constantly
resorts to procedural devices such as
cloture, or another favorite, the con-
ference committee ‘‘deep freeze,” like
they have done on the conference re-
port on bankruptcy. We have been pre-
vented from going forward with the Ex-
port Administration Act, which the
high-tech community is very desirous
of moving forward. Why? Because cer-
tain members of the majority think we
are still in the cold war and we cannot
go forward with bringing high-tech in-
dustry into the modern world. That
also takes into consideration our in-
ability to go forward on the Juvenile
Justice Act, which deals with gun safe-
ty for children, Patients’ Bill of
Rights, and a number of other things.

The majority leader said on February
3:

We’re out of town 2 months and our ap-
proval rating went up 11 points. I think I've
got this thing figured out.

He is right. Whenever the majority,
the Republicans who control Congress,
are out of the public eye they seem to
be better off. It is when the public sees
how out of step they are that they get
into trouble. That is what is going on.
No one should be deceived. We are
ready to go to work right now. We are
simply waiting for the majority to stop
their foot-dragging and blame games,
stop hiding their faulty legislation be-
hind procedural votes and get serious.

When the majority works up the
courage to have a real debate on these
issues, to stand up and be counted on
their ideas versus our ideas, we hope
they will let us know. Until then, Re-
publicans can file cloture as often as
they like. It is a cynical and not very
clever blame game. The Democrats are
sick and tired of playing it, but we will
continue to fight.
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SCHEDULE

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, on be-
half of the leader, I would like to make
the following announcement. Today,
the Senate will be in a period of morn-
ing business until 12 noon. At noon, the
Senate will proceed with a cloture vote
on the pending amendment to the mar-
riage tax penalty bill. As a reminder,
second-degree amendments to the sub-
stitute amendment must be filed at the
desk by 11 a.m. today. If cloture is in-
voked, the Senate will begin debate on
the bill. If cloture is not invoked, the
Senate will resume debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to the victims’ rights
constitutional amendment in anticipa-
tion of proceeding to that resolution
today.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent the time that had been allotted to
the leader, or his designee, be extended
to 10:15 today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 156 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized.

—————
EDUCATION OPPORTUNITIES ACT

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, next
week we begin the debate on the Edu-
cation Opportunities Act. I had the op-
portunity yesterday to come to the
Senate floor and talk about one aspect
of that bill. That had to do with the
whole issue of supporting our teachers,
attracting the best teachers to edu-
cation. Today I would like to talk
about a second component of that bill
having to do with safer schools. Good
teachers, safe schools: It is really get-
ting back to basics.

We have a drug crisis in this country.
Drugs are readily available and, trag-
ically, children are using them. In fact,
more children today are using and ex-
perimenting with drugs than 10 years
ago—many, many more. Let’s look at
the facts.

According to the 1999 Monitoring the
Future study, since 1992, overall drug
use among 10th graders has increased
55 percent. Marijuana and hashish use
among 10th graders has increased 91
percent. Heroin use among 10th graders
has increased 92 percent. That is just
since 1992. And cocaine use among 10th
graders has increased 133 percent.

With an abundant supply, drug traf-
fickers are looking to increase their
sales by targeting younger and younger
children, creating a whole new genera-
tion of addicts. Drug dealers are now
targeting children not only in our
urban areas but in every community in
our land.

The National Center on Addiction
and Substance Abuse at Columbia Uni-
versity issued a disturbing report ear-
lier this year. It had to do with the
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rapidly rising rate of drug use among
youth in the rural areas of our country.
The figures are astounding. If anyone
thinks it cannot happen in your com-
munity—*‘“it can’t happen in my com-
munity”’—take a look at these figures.

Their study found that eighth grad-
ers in rural America are 34 percent
more likely to smoke marijuana than
those in urban areas; 50 percent more
likely to use powder cocaine; and 83
percent more likely to use crack co-
caine.

These statistics represent an assault
on our children, on our families, and on
the future of our country. Let me point
out what is happening on the streets of
Cincinnati in my home State. In 1990,
there were 19 heroin-related arrests in
Cincinnati, OH. Last year there were
464 arrests. Law enforcement officers in
Cincinnati understand the reason for
this surge. Colombia produces low-cost,
high-purity heroin, making it more and
more the drug of choice. And because
of our Government’s inadequate em-
phasis on drug interdiction and eradi-
cation efforts, that Colombian heroin
is making its way across our borders,
into our country, and into Cincinnati,
OH, and Cleveland, OH, and Detroit and
Los Angeles.

Sure, this is just one urban area we
are talking about, Cincinnati, but if
there is a heroin problem in Cincinnati,
there is a heroin problem in New York
and LA and every metropolitan area
across our great country.

I believe what is happening in Cin-
cinnati and across all parts of America
is a result of a national drug control
approach that has not emphasized the
importance of a balanced attack
against drug use. To be effective, our
drug control strategy needs to be a co-
ordinated effort that directs and bal-
ances resources and support among
three areas of attack: domestic law en-
forcement, international drug interdic-
tion, and demand reduction.

When we talk about demand reduc-
tion, we are talking about several
things. Demand reduction needs to con-
sist of drug prevention, drug treat-
ment, and drug education. We need to
involve all levels of government in this
three-pronged attack—the Federal,
State, and local—as well as nonprofit
private organizations, charitable
groups, community groups.

What all this means is that to effec-
tively stop our kids from getting and
using illicit drugs we must balance the
allocation of resources towards efforts
to stop those who produce drugs, those
who transport illegal drugs, and those
who deal drugs on our streets, and, yes,
even in our schools.

Because the threat of violence and
drug abuse in our schools is all too
real, we must get to our kids before the
drug dealers do. We can do this. We can
give America’s kids a fighting chance
through coordinated efforts between
our schools and our communities. Next
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week, when the Senate begins debating
the education reform legislation that I
referenced a moment ago, we will have
a great opportunity to enhance a very
important program designed to educate
our kids and our communities about
the dangers of drug use.

This bill includes a section that I
helped write to make much needed im-
provements, the Safe and Drug-Free
Schools and Communities Program.
This program, which was originally
part of Ronald Reagan’s 1986 Drug-Free
Schools and Communities Act, is in-
tended to assist every single school dis-
trict in the country to develop an anti-
drug program in their respective
schools. While well intentioned, this
program has been far from perfect.

I had the opportunity a few years ago
when I served in the House of Rep-
resentatives to be on the National
Commission for Safe and Drug-Free
Schools. We looked at how this pro-
gram had worked. We found many
problems connected with it. The bill we
have written and will be on the floor
next week I believe will go a long way
to solving the problems that the na-
tional commission pointed out in 1990
and that we have seen since then.
These problems need to be corrected,
and I believe this bill will go a long
way to do that.

Since the inception of the Safe and
Drug-Free Schools and Communities
Program in 1986, we have pumped $6
billion into this program, despite the
fact the program has lacked account-
ability, giving us no real mechanism to
determine its effectiveness. Instead, we
have seen some of our tax dollars pay
for questionable drug use ‘‘prevention”
and ‘‘education’ activities, such as
puppet shows, tickets to Disneyland,
dunking booths, and magic shows. No
matter how well intentioned, these are
not effective antidrug education tools.
Because there has been little effort to
ensure program accountability through
research-based measures, the Safe and
Drug-Free Schools Program has not
been as effective as it could have been,
or as it should be.

It is critical the Senate pass edu-
cation reform legislation that includes
improvements to the Safe and Drug-
Free Schools and Communities Pro-
gram, improvements that will empower
America’s families and America’s
teachers with the information, with
the training, with the resources they
need to help our children resist the
temptation of drugs. That is why our
section in this bill would, first and
most importantly, increase account-
ability measures to ensure that assist-
ance is targeted to effective research-
based programs. That means programs
that actually work and have been test-
ed and measured and we know work.
My language will make sure schools
and communities assess local problems
accurately, apply research-based solu-
tions, measure outcomes with reliable
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tools, and evaluate program effective-
ness.

Second, my language would improve
the effectiveness of the Safe and Drug-
Free Schools Program by requiring
schools to directly work with parents,
with local law enforcement agencies,
local government agencies, local faith-
based organizations, and other commu-
nity groups to develop and implement
antidrug and antiviolence strategies.

As we all know, drug abuse and vio-
lence among young people is a commu-
nity problem, it is a local problem, and
it requires a local community-based so-
lution. That is why the entire commu-
nity needs to be involved in the cre-
ation and execution of programs to
fight youth drug abuse and violence.
Our bill requires the schools to reach
out to the local community, to work
with other people who are fighting
drugs, to have a true community-based
approach.

Speaking of fighting youth drug
abuse and violence, no one is fighting
harder than the first lady of the State
of Ohio, Hope Taft. Hope has been very
instrumental in the creation of this
section of our bill. I publicly thank her
for her great work. She was really in-
strumental in creating a voice for com-
munity-based antidrug organizations.
Hope Taft’s efforts have raised aware-
ness of the dangers of youth drug abuse
and violence in our schools.

Also, I am pleased several commu-
nity groups have indicated their sup-
port for our provision in title IV of the
bill we will be debating next week. I
will name a few: The American Coun-
seling Association, the American
School Health Association, the Com-
munity Antidrug Coalition of America,
the National Network for Safe and
Drug Free Schools and Communities,
and Ohio Parents for Drug Free Youth.
These are just a few of the organiza-
tions that have helped us craft this
bill.

Third and finally, our language in
title IV would give States greater flexi-
bility on targeting assistance to the
schools particularly in need. Each
State has unique drug prevention chal-
lenges, and this bill provides the States
with flexibility to target funds to all of
their schools but focus on those schools
with the greatest drug violence prob-
lems. This flexibility is very signifi-
cant and very important.

Contrast the administration’s pro-
posal with our proposal: They want
each State to cut by half the number of
school districts that benefit from the
Safe and Drug-Free Schools Commu-
nities Act. Let me make it clear; under
the administration’s proposal which
they sent up to Capitol Hill, half the
school districts in the country would
lose their funding. I think that is a
mistake. Reinvesting in an improved
Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Com-
munities Program is a critical part of
restoring effectiveness and purpose to
our national drug policy.
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Ultimately, if we do not restore effec-
tiveness, more and more children will
use drugs, leading to greater levels of
violence, criminal activity, and delin-
quency. Unless we take action now, un-
less we take the necessary steps to re-
verse these disturbing trends, unless
we restore balance to our drug control
policy, we will be sacrificing today’s
youth and our country’s future, and
that is just plain wrong.

Mr. President, on behalf of the lead-
er, I yield the remainder of my time to
my colleague, Senator GORTON.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized for
the remainder of the leader’s time.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, next
week when the Senate takes up the El-
ementary and Secondary Education
Act, it will be dealing with the most
important single issue, with the most
vital single goal with which it will deal
during the course of this session of
Congress. That debate will be about
our children, about their education,
and about their future.

There is unanimous recognition in
this body that a good education, an
education for the 21st century, will
help our children and our grand-
children have an economically inde-
pendent future, to understand the his-
tory of their tradition and their cul-
ture, and will open to all of their lives
an opportunity for lifetime learning
and personal enrichment.

At the same time, as citizens, we rec-
ognize that the future of our democ-
racy depends upon an educated citi-
zenry and that we will need more and
better educated people in an ever more
complicated future.

This year alone, I have had an oppor-
tunity, both in person and through
video conferencing, to visit dozens of
schools in individual school districts in
my own State, an experience I know
many of my colleagues have shared.
More than a year ago, we developed a
system of recognizing on almost a
weekly basis an outstanding educator
or an outstanding program someplace
in the State of Washington, to both
recognize and reward the innovation,
the new thinking we all approve but
sometimes find difficult to discover.

Educators in my State—teachers,
principals, superintendents, school
board members—and thoughtful and in-
volved parents are proud of their suc-
cesses, but that pride is mixed with
frustration, a frustration from the lim-
itations placed on their ability to do
what they think best for school-
children under their care because of
the massive rules and regulations ema-
nating from Washington, DC. Massive,
I say, out of all proportion to the
amount of money that comes to facili-
tate that education from sources in the
District of Columbia.

With all the good will in the world,
we now, for 35 years, have attempted to
reduce the gap between underprivileged
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and normally ©privileged children
through title I. The Federal Govern-
ment has spent more than $100 billion
to reach that goal. But, bluntly, the
goal has not only not been reached, it
has not even been approached.

We find in the country as a whole
that two out of every three African
American and Hispanic fourth graders
can barely read. We find that 70 per-
cent of children in high-poverty
schools score below the most basic
reading level. We find that fourth grad-
ers in high-poverty schools remain two
or three grade levels behind their peers
in low-poverty schools.

For these kids, and for the future of
our country, we can do better. We must
do better. How can we possibly argue
that maintaining the present system,
or by adding to its complexity by in-
creasing the number of rules and regu-
lations coming from Washington, DC,
we can help these disadvantaged stu-
dents in the light of this history, or
help any of our other students, for that
matter?

The status quo in the future will
mean what the status quo in the past
has meant. I am convinced—I hope all
of us are convinced—that no child
should be left behind.

For the last 3 years, I have worked
on, spoken for, and proposed to this
body, new and better approaches that
are now a part of the bill we will be
dealing with next week called Straight
A’s, to allow innovation in States and
in local communities in school dis-
tricts across the United States, and to
serve those children who are left be-
hind by the present system.

Straight A’s would change the
present pattern—unfortunately, in the
form in which this bill appears before
us in only 15 States; but in 15 very for-
tunate States—by giving them far
more flexibility to use the money that
comes from the Federal Government in
the best interests of their children,
without the blizzard of forms and pa-
perwork that plagues our schools at
the present time but with one over-
whelmingly important underlined re-
quirement: that the academic achieve-
ment of our children demonstrably im-
prove on the basis of objective tests
imposed by each of the States that
take advantage of Straight A’s.

Under Straight A’s, States and local
communities could target more dollars
to high-poverty areas if they believe
that is an effective use of the money.
In a very real sense, they would be en-
couraged to do so or to change the sys-
tem for the better because, for the first
time, States and local school districts
would be rewarded—tangibly re-
warded—by receiving an increased ap-
propriation if, and as, they reduce the
gap between disadvantaged students
and other students in their systems.

Right now there is no such incentive,
simply hundreds of different categor-
ical aid programs, many of them highly

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

duplicative in nature, creating all
kinds of bureaucracies that have suc-
ceeded in either getting dollars
through to the classroom or in the far
more important goal of raising student
achievement.

Yesterday, at a news conference, the
State superintendent of schools in
Georgia said 50 percent of the money
that her schools received from the Fed-
eral Government went to administra-
tive costs—b0 percent—a terrible in-
dictment of the present system. That
money should be found in our schools
educating our children, not creating
more paperwork and more forms.

The most dynamic forces in our
schools today, in our education system
today, are found in our States and in
our local communities, not here in
Washington, DC. Parents want a better
education, and, Lord knows, those men
and women who dedicate their entire
lives to teaching our children—teach-
ers and principals and superintend-
ents—wish for exactly the same thing.

I am convinced that we can enable
them, we can empower them, to pro-
vide a far more effective education sys-
tem for all of our children than we are
doing at the present time.

The way that we will provide that
power, the way we will enable them,
will be to trust them to make the right
decisions, but in an expression bor-
rowed from the cold war: Trust but
verify. And we will verify. The only
valid method of verification: A set of
tests under which their actual objec-
tive achievement will be measured and
reported here to Washington, DC, and
to this Congress.

This should not be—and I hope will
not be—a partisan issue. I am con-
vinced that working together we can
significantly improve our system of
public education in the United States
and significantly increase the partici-
pation—the constructive participa-
tion—that this body, the Congress, and
the President, make to that. I hope
next week will be the advent of debate
that will have exactly those results.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President,
every young person in our country
should have the opportunity to grow
and learn in an environment that is
free of drugs and violence. This is the
type of environment Safe and Drug
Free Schools promotes.

With the recent results of the annual
Monitoring the Future study, it is ob-
vious that we need to continue to pro-
vide our young people with effective
programs, such as Safe and Drug Free
Schools, to assure positive learning en-
vironments. This year Monitoring the
Future reported that nearly 55 percent
of our high school seniors have used an
illicit drug in the past month. In addi-
tion, the study found that nearly 50
percent of high school seniors have
used marijuana in 1999 and this per-
centage has remained unchanged in
1998, as well as 1997. Sadly, the study
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also found that the percentage of 10th
graders who reported use of marijuana
increased from 39.6 percent in 1998 to
nearly 41 percent in 1999. With these
discouraging drug use and abuse
trends, it is clear that we need to use
every resource available for anti-drug
efforts.

Safe and Drug Free Schools provides
our state and local education agencies
with the funding necessary to imple-
ment effective, research-based pro-
grams that prevent and reduce violence
and substance abuse in our schools.
Studies show a high correlation be-
tween drug use and availability and
school violence. We need to create a
drug-free environment to promote a
safe environment.

In fact, many states have reported
decreases in incidents of violence and
drug use because of Safe and Drug Free
Schools funds. It is imperative that we
continue to provide our communities
with the resources necessary to protect
our children from violence and drugs.
With our leadership and support, it is
certain that these disturbing trends of
drug use and increasing school violence
will be reduced. I am committed to
providing our young people with a posi-
tive learning environment free of drugs
and safe from harm.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BUNNING). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak in morn-
ing business for 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

ARMS CONTROL

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, yester-
day the chairman of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee spoke on the
floor of the Senate on the subject of
arms control. He is a distinguished
Member of the Senate, someone for
whom I have high regard, but someone
with whom I have strong disagreement
on this subject. I will speak this morn-
ing about the presentation he made
yesterday and its relationship to a
range of other issues we face.

The front page of the Washington
Post this morning has a headline:
‘“Helms Vows to Obstruct Arms Pacts,
Any New Clinton Accord With Russia
Ruled Out.” It is a story about the
presentation made yesterday by the
chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee in which he stated that any
arms control agreement negotiated by
this administration is going to be dead
on arrival in the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. With all due respect
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to the Washington Post, that is not
news. The Foreign Relations Com-
mittee has been a morgue for arms con-
trol for a long time. In fact, this Con-
gress has been a morgue for arms con-
trol. Everything dealing with arms
control has been dead on arrival in this
Congress and in that committee for
several years.

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Trea-
ty Review Conference is now being held
in New York. At that conference the
world is looking to this country for
leadership in stopping the proliferation
of nuclear weapons and stopping the
spread the missiles, submarines, and
bombers with which those nuclear
weapons are delivered. Regrettably,
this country has abandoned its leader-
ship on the arms control issue.

I will include in the RECORD several
editorials: one is the April 26 edition of
the Chicago Tribune entitled ‘‘Russia
Takes Arms Control Lead.” It dis-
cusses the Russian Duma’s approval of
Start IT and the approval of the Com-
prehensive Nuclear Test-Ban treaty by
the Russians. Another is from the April
26 Milwaukee Journal Sentinel enti-
tled, ‘“Will the United States Lead or
Follow on the Issue of Arms Control.”
Another is from the April 27 Dallas
Morning News with the title ‘“‘Arms
Control, the Senate Needs to Stop
Playing with Nuclear Fire.” And the
last is this morning’s column in the
Washington Post by Mary McGrory en-
titled ‘‘Nuclear Family Values.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent these four editorials be printed in
the RECORD at the conclusion of my
statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See Exhibit 1.)

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the
statement made yesterday by the
chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee was a statement that says,
we don’t know what you might nego-
tiate. It has not yet been negotiated; a
proposal does not yet exist. But what-
ever it is and whatever it might be, we
intend to kill it. It will be dead in my
committee.

That is not what this country ought
to be doing with the subject of arms
control. As we meet in the Senate dis-
cussing a range of things, and espe-
cially discussing, more recently, the
case of Elian Gonzalez, which seems to
have co-opted so much attention in
this country, other countries around
the world aspire to acquire nuclear
weapons. The spread of nuclear weap-
ons is a very serious matter. Will more
and more countries have access to nu-
clear bombs and the means by which to
deliver those nuclear weapons, or will
this country provide leadership in stop-
ping the spread of nuclear weapons?

Arms control agreements have
worked. Those in this Congress who
have stopped arms control agreements
and who have said any future agree-
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ments will be dead in our committee or
in this Congress are wrong. It is the
wrong policy for this country. Our
country should instead be saying we
embrace thoughtful, reasonable, arms
control agreements that make this a
safer world.

This picture shows some of what the
Senate and the Congress have done in
the past on arms control agreements
and why they work. This is a picture of
a missile silo. This used to hold an SS-
19, a Soviet and then Russian missile.
The missile in this silo had several
warheads aimed at the United States of
America. The threat from those war-
heads doesn’t exist anymore. The mis-
sile is gone. The silo was filled in. The
ground is plowed over and there are

now sunflowers on top. Is that
progress? You bet your life it is
progress.

But it is not just missile silos. Here
is the dismantling of a Russian Delta
class ballistic missile submarine. This
used to be a submarine that would find
its way stealthily through the waters
with missiles and nuclear warheads
aimed at American cities and targets.
It is no longer a submarine. Here is a
piece of copper wire that is ground up
that used to be on that Russian sub-
marine. Did we sink that submarine in
hostile action? No. Through the Nunn-
Lugar threat reduction program, the
Pentagon actually dismantled that
Russian submarine.

More than that, we are sawing the
wings off Russian bombers. Here is a
picture of the Nunn-Lugar program
cutting the wings off TU-95 heavy
bombers. Why is the Pentagon cutting
the wings off those bombers? Because
we have had arms control agreements
with Russia that have called for the re-
duction of bombers, missiles, nuclear
warheads. Six thousand Russian nu-
clear warheads have been eliminated—
6,000. That is the explosive equivalent
of 175,000 nuclear bombs like those
dropped on Hiroshima. Let me repeat
that. Arms control agreements with
Russia have eliminated the threat from
nuclear weapons with destructive
power equivalent to 175,000 bombs the
size of the nuclear bomb dropped on
Hiroshima.

We have people in the Congress who
say: We don’t like arms control. We
want to build new things. We want to
build new missiles. We want to build
new missile defense systems. We want
to build and we want to spend money
building. What they do is light the fuse
of a new arms race.

Without some new effort in arms con-
trol to reduce the threat of nuclear
weapons, we will see a new arms race—
expensive, dangerous, and one that will
hold the world hostage for some time
to come. Our job ought to be to find
ways to reduce the nuclear threat, not
expand it; to find ways to create arms
control agreements that work.

Again, I have deep respect for all of
my colleagues, even those with whom I
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have serious disagreements. I certainly
have serious disagreements in this cir-
cumstance. But I don’t understand an
announcement that says, whatever the
President might negotiate in arms con-
trol, even though it is not yet nego-
tiated, even though we don’t know the
specifics, whatever it might be with re-
spect to arms control, we pledge to you
that it is dead. That is not leadership.
That is destructive to good public pol-
icy. If we can negotiate with the Rus-
sians and others sensible, thoughtful
arms control agreements that advance
this country’s interests, enhance world
safety and security, then we ought to
be willing to embrace it, not shun it.

I regret very much the announce-
ment that there will be no hearings on
any negotiations on arms control. We
are quick to hold hearings on the Elian
Gonzalez case. We have people doing
cartwheels around the Chamber saying:
Let’s hold hearings; let’s investigate.
We can hold hearings on the Elian Gon-
zalez case, but somehow there will be
no movement, no hearings, no discus-
sion on the issue of arms control if,
God forbid, we should be able to
achieve some sort of breakthrough in
an arms control agreement with the
Russians or others.

In conclusion, it is our responsibility,
it falls on our shoulders in the United
States to be a world leader on these
issues. It is our responsibility to lead.
We are the remaining nuclear and eco-
nomic superpower in the world. It is
our responsibility to lead, not towards
another arms race but towards more
arms control and towards stopping the
spread of nuclear weapons.

Let’s not have more countries joining
the nuclear club. Let’s not have more
proliferation of the technology of mis-
siles and submarines and nuclear weap-
ons spread around the world. To those
who say we are threatened by North
Korea being able to send a missile with
a warhead to threaten the Aleutian Is-
lands, I say this: Almost anyone who
thinks through this understands there
are a myriad of threats our country
faces. The least likely is a threat by an
intercontinental ballistic missile from
a rogue nation. It is far more likely
that a truck bomb, far more likely that
a suitcase bomb, far more likely that a
deadly biological or chemical agent
would be used to threaten or hold hos-
tage this country. It is far more likely
that a cruise missile would be used. It
is, in my judgment, the least likely op-
tion that a rogue nation would have ac-
cess to and acquire an intercontinental
ballistic missile and use that as a
threat against this country.

Having said that, I think we will now
have a struggle between those who des-
perately want to build a national mis-
sile defense system at any cost in tax-
payers’ money, at any cost in arms
control, at any cost, as contrasted with
those of us who believe it is still our
responsibility to make this a safer
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world by understanding that arms con-
trol has worked and has reduced the
number of nuclear weapons. But we are
not nearly finished. We must move to
START III, we must preserve the ABM
Treaty, and we must have new, aggres-
sive, bold and energetic leadership in
the U.S. to say it is our job to stop the
spread of nuclear weapons to make this
a safer world.

That burden falls upon this country
and, regrettably, this Congress has not
been willing to assume that responsi-
bility. It is, in fact, all too often
marching in exactly the opposite direc-
tion. We need to put it back on track
and say it is our job, and we willingly
and gladly accept that responsibility to
stop the spread of nuclear weapons, to
negotiate good arms control agree-
ments that don’t threaten our security,
but enhance it by reducing the threat
of nuclear weapons.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

EXHIBIT 1
[From the Chicago Tribune, Apr. 26, 2000]
RUSSIA TAKES ARMS CONTROL LEAD

In just one week’s time, Russia has broken
a legislative logjam that had stymied for
years any action on reducing its formidable
nuclear arsenal and forestalling the further
proliferation of nuclear weapons.

With passage of START II and the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty, the Russian
Duma has handed president-elect Vladimir
Putin major victories and created, for the
United States, something of a dilemma.

Russia can claim to be a leader in arms
control and point its finger reproachfully at
the U.S. Russia can say America is now the
laggard. Russia can say America is seeking
to destabilize the bedrock agreement of mu-
tual deterrence during the Cold War—the
1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty.

The U.S. is seeking changes in that treaty
to permit it to develop a missile defense in-
tended to protect the nation against attacks
from rogue nations such as North Korea and
Iraq. The technology is unproven and the
cost estimates already skyrocketing, but
there is support in both parties for a missile
defense of some kind.

This is an unwelcome change in global pub-
lic relations. Until last October, the U.S.
could rightly argue it was doing all it could
to lead the movement to control the pro-
liferation of nuclear weapons around the
world, and that Russia was the obstinate
player. The U.S. Senate in 1996 ratified the
START II treaty—calling for the nuclear ar-
senals of the U.S. and Russia to be cut
roughly in half. The test ban treaty had not
been ratified by the U.S.—but it hadn’t been
ratified by Russia either.

Last October, though, the U.S. Senate re-
jected the test ban treaty. Now Russia has
agreed to it. That puts Russia in the com-
pany of Britain and France—also among the
five early nuclear powers—which have signed
and ratified the CTBT. And it lumps the U.S.
with the only other early nuclear power that
has not—China.

Though it might argue as such, this is not
exactly a case of Russia acting out of nobil-
ity. Russia has significant economic as well
as strategic reasons for moving on these
long-stalled arms treaties. It cannot afford
to maintain its existing nuclear arsenal, and
any reduction in warheads helps free up
scarce resources for other military needs.
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As well, the CTBT vote places no imme-
diate demands on Russia. Though the treaty
has been signed by more than 150 nations and
ratified by 52, its ban on test explosions
would take effect only after each of the 44
nations deemed to have some nuclear capa-
bility ratifies it.

Regardless of motives, Russia has taken
the lead and put the U.S. on the defensive—
and that’s not a comfortable position for this
nation.

[From the Milwaukee Journal-Sentinel, Apr.
26, 2000]
WILL U.S. LEAD, OR FOLLOW?

During the Cold War, the United States
was the world champion of nuclear arms con-
trol, and the Soviet Union was the unwilling
partner that had to be dragged along. In the
post-Cold War era, the tables have not been
exactly turned; but the furniture has been
rearranged, putting the U.S. in the unbecom-
ing role of Dr. No.

Last week, the lower house of parliament
in Russia approved the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty. As its name suggests, the treaty
bans the testing of nuclear weapons and
thereby constrains their development. Just
the week before, the Russian parliament ap-
proved another major accord: the second
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, which
nearly halves the nuclear arsenals of both
the U.S. and Russia.

Putting themselves firmly on record in
support of the arms-control process, the Rus-
sian lawmakers conditioned their approval
of these treaties on continued U.S. adherence
to the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972,
which prohibits national anti-missile defense
systems.

Compare these impressive and unambig-
uous Kremlin decisions with the dismal U.S.
record in recent years. The Senate beat the
Russians to the punch on START II, ratify-
ing that treaty in 1996. Since then, U.S. lead-
ership on arms control has all but died.

In October, the Senate refused to ratify the
test ban treaty, partly because the Clinton
administration never bothered to campaign
for it. Meantime, the administration—
pushed by Repubicans—is considering wheth-
er to deploy a limited missile shield that
would violate the ABM treaty.

The White House is trying to persuade the
Russians to amend that treaty to allow for a
missile defense, but the Russians are having
none of it. Texas Gov. George W. Bush, the
presumptive Republican presidential nomi-
nee, has said the U.S. should withdraw from
the treaty if the Russians refuse to revise it.

Thus, the U.S. threatens to dismantle an
arms control structure that has taken years
to build, while Russia bolsters it. This role
reversal would be justified were arms trea-
ties obsolete. But they aren’t. If nuclear war
has been averted over the last half-century,
it is partly because of these agreements.

It’s time for the U.S. to make a U-turn.
The administration should start lobbying
Congress and the country in behalf of the
test ban so that it can be ratified by the Sen-
ate next year. And, rather than weaken or
withdraw from the ABM treaty, the U.S.
should see that it is strengthened.

[From the Dallas Morning News, Apr. 27,

2000]
ARMS CONTROL
SENATE NEEDS TO STOP PLAYING WITH NUCLEAR
FIRE

Good news! Russia’s parliament ratified
the START II nuclear arms-reduction treaty
this month. The U.S. Senate ratified it in
1996.
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Therefore, the treaty, which would reduce
the deployed warheads in each country’s ar-
senal to no more than 3,500 from 6,000, may
at last take effect, right?

Wrong.

The treaty won’t take effect until the U.S.
Senate ratifies protocols to the treaty that
the countries signed in 1997. The protocols
extend the arms-reduction deadline to 2007
from 2003 and formally designate Russia,
Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine as succes-
sors to the 1972 U.S.-Soviet anti-ballistic
missile treaty.

One would think that the Senate would
leap at the chance to ratify the protocols for
the sake of achieving verifiable reductions in
Russia’s nuclear arsenal. But the body isn’t
interested. Its Republican majority ada-
mantly wants to build a defense against mis-
sile attacks by rogue states, which is illegal
under the U.S.-Soviet anti-ballistic treaty.

No problem. President Clinton is trying to
negotiate amendments to the anti-ballistic
missile treaty that would permit the United
States to build a limited national missile de-
fense. It’s a worthwhile project. Once he con-
vinces the Russians to agree, the Senate will
ratify the amendments and the protocols so
that START II could be implemented, right?

Wrong again.

The Republicans want a granddaddy mis-

sile defense. They want, in effect, ‘‘Star
Wars.”” Twenty-five of them, including
Texas’ Phil Gramm and Kay Bailey

Hutchison and Majority Leader Trent Lott,
wrote Mr. Clinton on April 18 that his pro-
posed limited defense was too limited.

It takes only 34 senators to defeat a treaty.
So even if Mr. Clinton succeeds in amending
the anti-ballistic missile treaty, the Senate
would probably defeat it and the protocols,
which means no START II. If the United
States should proceed to build an ample mis-
sile defense more to the Republicans’ liking,
Russia might carry out its threat to abro-
gate the entire range of bilateral arms-re-
duction treaties with the United States,
which would spell the end of arms control as
we know it.

The United States is beginning to look as
if it isn’t interested in arms control. The
Senate last year rejected a good treaty that
would have permanently banned nuclear
tests. The lower house of Russia’s par-
liament approved the same treaty on April
21. Now, the Senate is holding START II hos-
tage to amendments to an anti-ballistic mis-
sile treaty that it probably would not ratify.

Meanwhile, U.S. negotiators keep telling
their Russian counterparts that the limited
missile defense would defend against rogue
states, while hawkish senators hold out for a
full-blown system whose principle object
would be to defend against Russia.

To its credit, the administration is talking
with Russia about a START III treaty, which
would reduce the number of deployed war-
heads to no more than 2,500. But those talks
are hampered by the stalemates over START
IT and missile defenses.

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 27, 2000]

NUCLEAR FAMILY VALUES
(By Mary McGrory)

The fate of mankind vs. the fate of one 6-
year-old Cuban boy? It is not a contest in the
U.S. Senate. Elian wins going away.

Russia’s new president, Vladimir Putin,
can’t get anyone’s attention on Capitol Hill,
even though his first moves in office could
have beneficial effects on the whole world
and are at least as noteworthy as Janet
Reno’s pre-dawn raid on Elian Gonzalez’s
Miami home.
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Putin passed two treaties through the Rus-
sian parliament with wide majorities, indi-
cating at a minimum that he had a grip on
the legislature and some idea of a new image
for Russia: START II reduces the number of
nuclear weapons, and the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty, which the Senate rejected
last year, bans all tests.

But is anyone hailing a new day in arms
control? Is anyone rejoicing? No. Putin has
done very well. But his name is not Gon-
zalez.

On the Senate floor, Jesse Helms, chair-
man of the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, who is just as much a dictator as
Castro, from whom many Republicans want
to save Elian, announced that there would be
no hearings on this wicked nonsense from
Putin. But there will be emergency hearings
on Elian, beginning next week.

When Putin on April 15 put it to Bill Clin-
ton that he could have a choice between
fewer nuclear weapons and a national missile
defense system, the reaction of Republican
senators was outrage. Led by their majority
leader, Trent Lott, they dashed off a letter
to the president, warning him that it was all
a plot to foil a version of Ronald Reagan’s
Star Wars.

The national missile defense system
doesn’t work and it costs $60 billion going in.
But hang the tests and hang the expense, the
Republicans want to start pouring concrete.
Not that they are talking about it, mind
you. They are busing planning to air for the
country all the recriminations and second-
guessing since a petrified Elian was hauled
out of a closet by a helmeted, goggled crea-
ture with bared teeth and an automatic
weapon.

The Republicans love that picture almost
as much as they love Star Wars, and they are
not going to let it go. They quizzed Attorney
General Reno for almost two hours Tuesday
morning. In the afternoon, Leader Lott, fair-
ly vibrating with anticipation, explained
that the public had a right to know just
what state the peace negotiations had been
at the time of the dawn raid. Janet Reno’s
answers had not been satisfactory.

All day in the halls, Senate Elian-celeb-
rities were giving interviews. There was Re-
publican Sen. Connie Mack of Florida, who
had been stood up by Elian’s great-uncle
Lazaro Gonzalez, Lazaro’s operatic daughter
Marisleysis, and Donato Dalrymple, one of
Elian’s rescuers. There was Florida’s other
senator, Bob Graham (D), who also had a
grievance. He kept telling anyone who would
listen that the president of the United
States, sitting in the Oval Office, had given
his personal word that no snatch would be
undertaken at night. You can almost hear
Bill Clinton triumphantly responding, ‘It
was b o’clock in the morning.”’

Perhaps the most put out was Republican
Sen. Robert C. Smith of New Hampshire, who
had taken Lazaro’s troupe to the Capitol
when they landed after their dramatic dash
in hot pursuit of their little boarder. They
have been turned away at the gate of An-
drews Air Force Base, twice. “Wait until de-
fense appropriations time,” growled veteran
Republican lobbyist Tom Korologos.

Republicans have been warned by their
pollsters that the public, by a wide margin,
has thought all along that Elian should be
sent home to his father. The public hated the
picture of the child at gunpoint but they
loved pictures taken at Andrews—pictures
that showed a beaming Elian leaning on his
father’s shoulder and playing with his baby
stepbrother.

What legislation would come out of hear-
ings is hard to imagine. There’s little hope of
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wisdom, either. Maybe Marisleysis Gonzalez
should be asked about her enviable health
plan. She’s been in and out of the hospital
eight times in the past month, suffering
from the vapors visited on a surrogate mom.
And somebody might want to inquire of the
attorney general if she had considered dis-
pensing with the helmet and the goggles that
made the Immigration and Naturalization
gunman such a sinister figure. Wasn’t a ma-
chine gun sufficiently intimidating? Did she
make it clear to the crew that the child is
not a drug lord? While all this melodrama
was swirling around, the Senate in its cham-
ber was tampering again with the Constitu-
tion—an amendment for victims’ rights. The
Constitution should not be messed with. An-
other document better left alone is the Anti-
Ballistic Missile Treaty.

We need that handsome woman who threw
the blanket over Elian on Saturday morning
and rushed him off the scene. She should do
the same for the Senate until it gets a grip
on its priorities.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that under the time re-
served for Senator DURBIN I may speak
for such time as I may consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

THE JUVENILE JUSTICE BILL

Mr. REED. Mr. President, for the last
several days, we have been debating a
victims’ rights amendment to the U.S.
Constitution, and that is an interesting
and thoughtful debate. But I think we
can do something else, which is try to
prevent victims in the first place. We
can do that by passing the juvenile jus-
tice bill, which contains sensible con-
trols on handguns in this society.

A few days ago we saw another inci-
dent involving a handgun at the Na-
tional Zoo, a place we have recognized
for decades as a source of solace and
education and recreation in the Na-
tion’s Capital. But, in a moment, it
was turned into a place of violence and
terror because a young man, appar-
ently with a handgun, shot several
young people.

The tragedy in this country is that
each year 30,000 Americans die by gun-
fire. Every day, 12 children are killed
by gunfire. We can stop that and we
must stop that.

The most recent incident is another
indication that we have to act not
someday but immediately. These seven
children have been harmed and their
families have been forever changed.
This is a tragedy that they will live
with, but it is a tragedy that we don’t
have to live with as a nation indefi-
nitely.

We took several appropriate and re-
sponsible steps after the Columbine
shooting last year in which we passed
legislation that would close the gun
show loophole, require safety locks on
handguns to prevent their use by chil-
dren, and other measures. Yet these
measures languish today in a con-
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ference committee that has met only
once since last year, which is not seri-
ously attempting to address the crit-
ical issues of violence in this country.

Each day we wait, another incident
takes place. Again, last year on the
floor of the Senate as we debated the
juvenile justice bill, if any of us had
stood up and said a 6-year-old child
would walk into first grade in America
and shoot another 6 year old, some
would have said it was hysterical
demagoging.

That happened. If anybody said that
on a Sunday or a weekday afternoon at
the National Zoo random gunfire would
break out and seven children would be
shot down, we would be accused of
hysterical demagoguery. It happened.

We can prevent this, and we should,
by acting promptly to pass the juvenile
justice bill with those provisions in-
cluded. Many in the Congress call for
stricter enforcement of handgun laws. I
agree with that. We should enforce the
laws. But the reality is that we have to
prevent these incidents rather than,
after the fact, arresting people.

It is against the law in the District of
Columbia to possess a handgun, as it
was possessed, apparently, by this
young man. But the District of Colum-
bia is not an island. It is a metropoli-
tan area between other States that
have much less strict gun control laws.
Virginia, for example, is a State which
is a shell-issue State. That means that
practically any person who is not a
felon can carry a concealed weapon
with a license and without showing a
special need to do so.

Private sales of handguns, including
gun show sales, are common through-
out Virginia, and there you can in fact
buy a weapon without a background
check if you are buying from an unli-
censed gun dealer. There is no waiting
period in Virginia to buy a handgun.
Now there is a law that prevents the
purchase of more than one handgun a
month, and that is good because it pre-
vents trafficking in firearms. But it
only takes one gun to do the kind of
damage we saw a few days ago at the
National Zoo.

We all agree that enforcement is im-
portant. We look forward to and ap-
plaud the local authorities who appre-
hended the young suspect. He will be
tried and the law will be imposed and
enforced. But, once again, prevention
perhaps could have prevented this vio-
lence or other violence throughout the
United States.

On this 1-year anniversary of Col-
umbine, we should be doing something
more than simply sitting and waiting
for that conference report. We should
be demanding, as we have in the past
on this floor, that conferees meet, vote,
and send us back this measure, includ-
ing all those strict gun control provi-
sions. This Senate went on record by a
vote of 53-47 to take that very position.
I hope that vote will energize and acti-
vate the conferees and that they will
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move immediately to send this provi-
sion to the President for signature.

Within that bill, there are resources
for the types of prevention and enforce-
ment that we need with respect to ju-
veniles. Twenty-five percent of the $250
million distributed annually on the ju-
venile accountability block grant pro-
gram would be dedicated to prevention
to the gun lobby. In addition, the con-
ference report would include, I hope,
child safety locks, an amendment to
firmly close the gun show loophole, a
ban on the importation of high-capac-
ity ammunition clips, and a ban on the
sale of semiautomatic weapons. It is
time now to prevent, if we can, the vio-
lence that we have witnessed and,
sadly, the violence that happens every
day.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that the morning busi-
ness allocation ends at 10:30. I ask
unanimous consent I be allowed to
speak until the conclusion of that
morning business and then to continue
speaking for such period of time as I
may consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business does not conclude at 10:30. The
time allotted to the Senator from Illi-
nois concludes at 10:30.

The Senator from Illinois is recog-
nized.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I seek
recognition until 10:30, and I ask unani-
mous consent that I may continue
speaking beyond that in morning busi-
ness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Chair.

THE MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY

Mr. DURBIN. One of the issues pend-
ing is a Tax Code issue called the mar-
riage tax penalty. What it boils down
to is that a number of people in this
country, when they go to get married,
their combined incomes on a joint re-
turn puts them in a higher tax bracket,
so they are, in fact, penalized by the
Tax Code because of their decision to
get married.

The debate on the floor of the Senate
now is whether we will change the Tax
Code to eliminate that penalty. It
makes common sense, really. We want
to encourage people to get married.
The idea that we would penalize them
under the Tax Code for getting married
makes no sense at all. There is com-
mon agreement on that. Democrats
and Republicans believe we should
eliminate that penalty. The difference,
of course, comes down to how you do it
and what the bill says as part of the
tax relief.

I have to say, parenthetically, that I
don’t know too many young couples
who, when they are making plans to
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get engaged and to get married, say,
well, before we finalize this and buy a
wedding ring, we better stop off at the
accountant’s office to figure out the
tax consequences. I am sure some do
that, but my wife and I sure didn’t, and
most people don’t do that.

Notwithstanding that observation, it
is right for us to consider changing the
Tax Code to eliminate this penalty. In-
terestingly enough, though, there are
almost an equal number of couples who
get married and get a tax bonus be-
cause their combined income lowers
their joint tax rate to the point where
they pay a lower tax rate married than
they did as single, individual filers. So,
in a way, there is a marriage tax pen-
alty under the Tax Code that I de-
scribed, but there is also a marriage
bonus. So what we have said on the
Democratic side is let’s deal with the
penalty and make sure nobody pays a
price under the Tax Code for the deci-
sion to get married.

When you make these Tax Code deci-
sions, they cost money, because it
means fewer dollars are flowing from
taxpayers and from the economy into
the Treasury. Whenever you are going
to propose a bill such as this to elimi-
nate a Tax Code penalty to reduce a
tax obligation, you have to come up
with some money to pay for it and off-
set the loss of revenue to the Federal
Government.

We are in a position to discuss that
possibility because, frankly, we are en-
joying the most prosperous economy in
the history of the United States of
America. We have seen the longest pe-
riod of economic expansion ever. It has
been I think close to 109 months—for
over 9 years—that we have seen a con-
tinued expansion of the economy with-
out a recession, which means more peo-
ple are going to work and buying
homes or cars; businesses are getting
started; inflation is in check; people
are making more money.

If you happen to have a retirement
plan, if you take away the last few
weeks, which have been a little rocky,
you know that over the last several
years you have done pretty well. There
has been a growth in value in the stock
market. When President Clinton was
sworn in as President, the Dow Jones
average was around 3,000. Now it is in
the 10,000 category.

A tripling in the value of this stock
market means half the American fami-
lies who own mutual funds or other in-
vestments have generally seen their
pensions and savings growing over this
period of time. This is a very good
thing. But because of that strength-
ening economy, we have also seen peo-
ple making more money and paying
more in taxes. Considering the fact
that folks are doing better, most of
them have said: Keep it coming. We are
willing to pay our fair share of taxes as
long as we are getting more in income
and we see our retirement plans grow-
ing.
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This increase in tax receipts because
of a prosperous economy has generated
a surplus. Where the Senate just a few
years ago was embroiled in a con-
troversy about the deficit we faced
year in and year out, we are now talk-
ing about how to spend the surplus.
The marriage tax penalty bill takes a
part of this surplus and says, let’s cure
this problem in the Tax Code. I don’t
think that is unreasonable. But I
thought we ought to step back for a
second and say what our long-term
goals are.

The long-term goal enunciated by
President Clinton—which I support and
the Democratic side supports—is that
we should take this surplus and invest
it wisely, do things with it that make
sense in the long term.

One thing that makes sense is to
eliminate the national debt. The def-
icit each year piles up into an account
called the national debt. The national
debt is our mortgage as a nation. We
have to raise taxes every year to pay
interest on our Nation’s mortgage—the
national debt. In fact, we have to raise
$1 billion in taxes every single day
from families, businesses, and individ-
uals just to pay interest on old debt.

Those of us on the Democratic side
think our surplus should first be dedi-
cated to reducing this national debt so
that the mortgage left to our children
and grandchildren is smaller. We will
leave them a great nation. Of course,
we are proud of the role we played in
helping that to happen. But we
shouldn’t leave them a great debt for
the things we enjoyed during our life-
time.

We believe, on the Democratic side,
that the fiscally sound thing to do is to
reduce the national debt. I am afraid
our friends on the Republican side of
the aisle would rather spend this
money on tax cuts that go way beyond
the marriage tax penalty—the problem
I discussed earlier.

The leader in tax cuts is the Repub-
lican candidate for President, Governor
Bush. He has proposed a tax cut pack-
age larger even than the Republican
package that is being brought to the
floor.

We had a vote just a couple of weeks
ago on an amendment I offered. By a
vote of 99-0, the Senate rejected the
George Bush tax cut. They said it
wasn’t wise policy. I think that was a
wise vote. We basically said, let’s take
care to spend this surplus wisely so
that if the economy has a downturn, or
we are asked in later years to account
for our actions, we can explain, yes, we
put the money into reducing the na-
tional debt, strengthening Social Secu-
rity, strengthening Medicare for years
to come, and making wise investments
in our future—and targeted tax cuts.

One of the wisest investments and
the first stop on most people’s agenda
would be education—figure out a way
to strengthen education so young peo-
ple across America in the 21st century
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have a better chance for a good job and
a better chance to compete.

How else could we make a wise in-
vestment? Do something about health
care in this country. Expand the cov-
erage of health insurance so that more
and more Americans have that protec-
tion and peace of mind. Deal with the
whole issue of prescription drug bene-
fits for the elderly and disabled. We
think, on the Democratic side, that is
a wise investment of the surplus as
well.

Then targeted tax cuts: Make sure
you target them where they are needed
and don’t go overboard.

The marriage penalty I discussed: We
agree on the Democratic side to elimi-
nate it, but let’s not go overboard in
eliminating it and reduce the possi-
bility of bringing down the national
debt and strengthening Social Security
and Medicare. Therein lies the heart of
the debate on the floor of the Senate.

For several weeks now, the Repub-
lican leadership has come to us and
said: We want to bring our marriage
tax penalty bill up for consideration.
This marriage tax penalty bill they
have proposed goes way beyond what is
necessary to cure the penalty. In fact,
when you take a close look at the pro-
visions, you find, unfortunately, a
large part of the money that is being
spent there is not really going to help
the people who are penalized by the de-
cision to get married.

Only 15 percent of the benefits under
the Republican proposal, for example,
g0 to low- and middle-income married
couples with incomes below $50,000 a
year; 15 percent to couples making less
than $50,000 a year. Yet these couples
represent 45 percent of all married cou-
ples. They are not getting the tax ben-
efit.

Take a look at the winners. Fewer
than a third of married couples have
incomes exceeding $75,000. Under the
Republican bill, one-third of those cou-
ples who are getting married and earn-
ing over $75,000 a year receive two-
thirds of this bill’s tax benefit.

There is no fairness here.

If we are trying to encourage mar-
riage at all levels of income, why would
we hype the benefits on the wealthiest
people in America and basically ignore
those in lower-income categories strug-
gling to buy a home and start a family?
That is exactly what the Republican
bill does. Many of us don’t believe that
is fair.

In addition, only 40 percent of the tax
relief under the Senate Republican
plan would go towards the marriage
tax penalty. That is less than half of it.
Sixty percent of it provides tax breaks
for people who are not suffering the
marriage tax penalty. Those of us on
the Democratic side think that is not a
wise investment. Instead, we should
target the tax cuts to people who need
them.

Let me give you two examples of
what we think we can do with targeted
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tax cuts that families across America
really need. For example, do you have
a child attending college? Do you know
how much it costs? Most families do.
They start worrying about college edu-
cation expenses as soon as the baby is
born. They start putting away a little
in a savings account thinking: how in
the heck will their son or daughter
ever get to a college unless they think
ahead and plan ahead.

One of the things the Democrats
want to do, sponsored by Senator SCHU-
MER of New York, is to give a deduction
for college education expenses up to
$10,000. What does it mean? If you spent
$10,000 on your son’s or daughter’s col-
lege education, the targeted tax cut on
the Democratic side would give you
$2,800—over a fourth of it—in a tax de-
duction. I wish it could be more, but it
is a helping hand. I think most families
would say: I like this; this is a sensible
thing. It reduces the burden of debt
many young people would face coming
out of college. It helps families who are
trying to help their sons and daughters
go through college.

Let me tell you something else we
would do. We would create a tax credit
for people who are paying for long-term
care.

If you have an elderly parent or a dis-
abled person in your household, you
know that the cost of long-term care
could be very expensive—to bring in
visiting nurses, to provide for some
sort of convalescent care, or long-term
nursing home care. The President has
proposed a targeted tax cut for families
to give them a helping hand to pay for
that elderly parent, or elderly relative,
or someone disabled in your household.
That is the Democratic proposal.

The Republicans, in contrast, think
that 60 percent of the tax cuts should
go to people in higher income cat-
egories instead of targeting them to
family needs that I have just described,
like college education expenses and
long-term care. That is what the de-
bate boils down to, in substance. The
procedural part of the debate is as dry
as dust, but it is important because we
will decide on a vote in just about an
hour and a half as to whether or not we
are going to close down the debate on
the Republican marriage tax penalty
bill or leave it open so we can allow for
amendments to be offered.

The Republicans oppose the sugges-
tion that we Democrats could offer our
targeted tax cuts on the floor of the
Senate. They want to give us a take-it-
or-leave-it vote: Either take our tax
break, our marriage tax penalty break,
or vote against it. We think this should
be done in truly a deliberative process,
where we come to the floor and debate
the merits of our different positions.
This Senate is supposed to be the
greatest deliberative body in the world.
For 200 years, it has enjoyed this rep-
utation.

Yesterday, one of my colleagues, one
of the most respected Members of the
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Senate, Senator ROBERT BYRD of West
Virginia, came to the floor, and in his
fashion gave us another history lesson
about the Senate and how it came to
be. If you have not heard a Senator
BYRD speech on the history of the Sen-
ate, you have missed a good time. This
man has dedicated a lifetime to re-
minding us that this is a historic insti-
tution. It is not just another creature
of politics. He reminds us, time and
again, our responsibility is to come to
this floor and debate the great ideas in
America. Yet the Republican majority
would close us down, stop us from this
debate, stop us from bringing these
amendments to the floor.

I say to those following the course of
my remarks, this Senate is not over-
worked. Take a look at the floor. With
the exception of the fine Senator from
Kentucky, who is presiding, I am the
only one on the floor. Over the course
of this week, few Members have come
to the floor. We have not worked late
at night or early in the morning debat-
ing issues that American families care
about. We have kind 